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SUMMARY

EPA proposed nationa emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for tire
manufacturing were published in the Federal Register on October 18, 2000 (65 FR 62414). The
purpose of this document is to present a summary of the non-confidentia public comments received on
the proposed standards and the responses developed by EPA. This summary of comments and
responses serves as the basis for revisons made to the standards between proposa and promulgation.

EPA received 19 public comment letters on the proposed rule. The commenters represent the
following affiliations: rubber tire manufacturers (4 companies), indudtria trade associations (5), and one
State and local agency association. Table 1 presentsalisting of al persons submitting written
comments, their affiliation, and the docket number for their comments. The docket number for this
rulemaking is A-97-14. No public hearing was requested.

TABLE 1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR TIRE
MANUFACTURING, 40 CFR 63, SUBPART XXXX

Number Commenter, Addressee, Title or Description, etc. Date of Document

IV-D-01 | R. Calby, ALAPCO Toxics Committee Chair, B. Higgins, 12/14/00
STAPPA Toxics Committee Chair. State and Territoria Air
Pollution Program Adminigtrators (STAPPA) / Association of
Locd Air Pollution Control Officers (ALAPCO)

IV-D-02 | R. Wisner, Qudity and Environmental Manager, Acordis 12/15/00
Industria FibersInc.

IV-D-03 | C. Price, Vice-Presdent, CHEMSTAR, on behdf of the 12/18/00
Solvents Council of the American Chemistry Council

IV-D-04 | D. Foerter, Deputy Director, Ingtitute of Clean Air 12/15/00
Companies

IV-D-05 | D. Chgoman, Manager, Globd Environmentd Services, The 12/18/00
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company

IV-D-06 | J. Boyd, President, International Carbon Black Association 12/14/00

IV-D-07 | A. King, Senior Manager, Environmenta Affairs, 01/24/01

Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. and D. Scher, Manager,
Environmenta Affairs, Bridgestone/Firestone Manufacturing
Operations




TABLE 1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR TIRE
MANUFACTURING, 40 CFR 63, SUBPART XXXX

Number Commenter, Addressee, Title or Description, etc. Date of Document

IV-D-08 | T. Wood, Director, Corporate Environmenta Affairs, 01/24/01
Cooper Tire & Rubber Company

IV-D-09 | D. Chapman, Manager Globa Environmental Services, The 01/25/01
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company

IV-D-10 | T. Norberg, Director Environmenta Affairs, Rubber 01/25/01
Manufacturers Association

IV-D-11 | J. Bardi, Adminidrative Assistant, ASTM 10/20/00

IV-D-12 | T. Norberg, RMA, to A. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. Request for 10/24/01

extensgon of comment period.

IV-D-13 | D. Novdlo, Freedman, Levey, Krall, & Simonds, to A. 11/02/00
Wayne, EPA/PPSG. Letter confirming EPA’s agreement to
consider comments submitted by 1/25/00.

IV-D-14 | S. Bhavsar, Director of Environment, Hedth & Safety, 01/24/01
Y okohama Tire Corporation (Letter located in confidential
files)

IV-C-02 | R. Dimascia, Goodyear 09/26/00

IV-G-01 | T.J Norberg, RMA, to A. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. Request for 06/14/01
meeting and darification of origind comments.

IV-G-02 | T.J. Norberg, RMA, to L. Fisher, Deputy Administrator, 07/26/01
EPA. Reguest for meeting and darification of origina
comments.

1. APPLICABILITY

A. “Onceln, AlwaysIn” Pdlicy

Comment: One commenter (I'V-D-01) made a generic comment on severa recently proposed
standards, including the one for rubber tire manufacturing, that EPA should do more to encourage
pollution prevention. Specifically, they suggested that EPA provide an exception to the “once-in-
adwaysin” policy for sources that subsequently (i.e, after initia compliance) implement pollution
prevention approaches which produce superior emission reductions no less than required by the
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maximum achievable control technology (MACT) standard and would make them “natura minor”
sources for the pollutants in question.

Response: The rubber tire manufacturing standard already does a greet ded to encourage
pollution prevention. To begin with, much of the sandard is based on pollution prevention techniques.
To the extent that it dlows the use of add-on contrals, it encourages the use of pollution prevention
techniques through reduced monitoring and recordkeeping costs. Particularly noteworthy is the option
of purchasing complying solvents and cements for tire production, in which case the only requirement is
to retain purchase records. The minima nature of these provisons is expected to encourage the use of
this option, which has the advantage of limiting the opportunity for release of hazardous air pollutants
(HAPS) @ the plant to minimal levels.

For NESHAPsin generd, EPA is developing, through discussion with STAPPA/ALAPCO, a
tentative solution that will require changes in the Part 63 Generd Provisons or individua MACT rules
rather than achange in the policy memo itsdf. EPA has been working to develop regulatory options
that would dlow qudifying sources to satisfy the MACT requirements through innovetive streamlined
approaches after the compliance date if they achieve emission reductions equivaent to or better than
MACT leves of contral through pollution prevention measures. The regulatory options under
consderation for find agreement will include components that meet the legd requirements of the CAA
and 4ill resolve theissues regarding pollution prevention. After reaching find agreement, EPA intends
to develop the appropriate regulatory language and propose changes to the Part 63 Generd Provisions
or exiding rules later thisyear. These provisons are expected to be very smilar to what dready exists
in this andard for rubber tire manufacturing.

B. Tire Production Source Category

Comment: Commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-08) said EPA should clarify the source category
definition by providing an exclusve list of tire components to alow sources to determine whether a
particular component is “integra to rubber tires’ for purposes of the rule. The commenter said tire
bladders, components for retreaded tires, and retread assembly operations should be excluded.

According to one commenter (1VV-D-10), tire bladders are manufacturing equipment used in the
operation of tire curing presses. Tire bladder manufacture does not use cements or solventsand is
based on a different process.

The commenters (1V-D-10, IV-D-08) aso said retread component manufacturers and retread
assembly facilities contain distinct manufacturing operations conducted in separate facilities. The vast
mgority of retread assembly facilities manufacture pre-cured treads, which involve the use of different
cement formulations than are found in tire production facilities. For example, the cement must remain
tacky for up to one year from the date of manufacture in order to facilitate distribution to the retread
assembly facility. The commenter said EPA does not have data upon which to base aMACT floor or



standard. If EPA decides to regulate these sources, it must collect the needed data and issue a
supplementa notice.

The commenter (IV-D-10) said emissions from these sources are small, the operations are
speciaized, and no data collected by EPA represents emissons information from them. As such, the
commenter recommends that EPA modify the gpplicability language in the proposd to clearly exclude
them.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenters that tire bladders are not integral componentsin
the tire because they are used in an intermediate production process and are not found in the final
product. Therefore, the find rule will reflect this definition in 863.5981(a)(1).

EPA consdered whether to include tire retread manufacturing operations and tread
manufacturing operations expresdy in the source category definition at proposal.! At that time, no
magor tire retread manufacturing sources were identified that would be subject to the rubber tire
manufacturing rule. However, to the extent that these facilities use cements and solventsin producing
retread tires, and they are mgjor sources (standing alone or due to collocation), EPA believed they
would be subject to the find rule because of smilaritiesin the tire production process. In considering
comments on thistopic, EPA reconsidered information regarding the potentia for HAP emissions from
retreading operations, the gpplicability of the proposed rule, and the appropriateness of thetire
production MACT floor for retreading operations.?

In evaluating the tire production source category definition, EPA considered whether it had
appropriately included retread tire manufacturing as part of the tire production subcategory. In doing
30, EPA explored how the retreading process compares to new tire manufacturing, the potential for
HAP emissions from both processes, and whether the tire production subcategory definition should
include retread tire manufacturing.

In both “new” tire production and retread tire production, tire building stations are used to
creete the pre-cured or pre-vulcanized tire. Severd tire components may be combined for avirgin tire
versus only two to three components for aretread tire. In the latter case, the carcass has been
condructed diminating those component steps in tire building for the retreader. The vulcanizing and
curing of both the retread and the “green” tire are identicd in their use of tire molds, the time for curing,

*Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, C. Overcash, EC/R, and W. Sanford, Sanford Consulting
to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. July 13, 2000. Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category Definition and
Subcategorization.

2Memorandum from A. Wayne, EPA/PPSG, to Project File and Docket. September 7, 2001.
Rubber Tire Manufacturing MACT Applicability to Tire Retreading Operations.
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the temperatures, and the pressures. These parameters are set in order to meet the tire safety and
longevity specifications of the indudtry.

The HAP emissions associated with sdewal cementing, tread end cementing, tire building and
retread tire building dl use amilar cement and solvent formulations. Specificdly, the main components
of the cements and solvents used by both new and retread manufacturers are hexane and toluene. The
primary purpose of these cements and solventsis as atemporary aid to ensure that the rubber
compound surface remains “tacky” during tire building. However, severd tire manufacturers and
retreaders have reformulated or diminated the use of these toxic compounds in their operations, while
presumably still achieving the desired performance characteristics. The data, therefore, demondirate
that reformulation is achievable for retread manufacturers notwithstanding the commenter’ s claim that
such operations may use formulations that differ from those used in tire production.

Thereview and evaduation of the tire building methods, tire building machinery, solvent and
cement usage and agpplication, and vulcanizing and curing processes for both new and retread tire
operations has not indicated significant differencesin production techniques or in the types of tires being
made. The origind conclusion to include retreading in the tire production subcategory, therefore, has
not changed under this subsequent anaysis.

EPA aso examined the data sources devel oped and used to establish the MACT floor for tire
production to see if the dataincluded tire retread operations. The Rubber Manufacturers Association
(RMA) database questionnaire that obtained the information used for the impacts analys's requested
that al miscellaneous solvent and cement and adhesives be reported. Therefore, EPA believes that
facilities with retreading operations did report the emissons from them. In addition, at least one facility
conducting retreading operations provided HAP emissions specific to retreading in terms of their
solvent, cement and adhesive usage. Based on thisinformation, EPA concluded that emissions
associated with the retreading operations at facilitiesincluded in the RMA'’ s database are included in
the overall emissions reported from the RMA and the individua companies and were conddered in
selecting the tire production MACT floor.

In addition, EPA examined the 1996 Nationa Toxics Inventory (NTI) data, which reveded
only three potentid stand-alone mgjor source stand-aone facilities for retreading inthe U.S. The
primary pollutants reported were hexane and toluene. The 1996 NTI reported that HAP emissons
from these sources ranged from 8 to 16 tons per year. Subsequent contacts with the permitting
agencies for these sources reveded that the facilities have significantly reduced or diminated HAP
emissons. Thisanadys's demondrates the ability of retread facilities to subgtantialy reduce or eiminate
their HAP emissions.

In concluson, EPA believesthat tread is an integra component of tires, and retread
manufacturers should be subject to the emisson standards for tire producers to the extent that they use
cements and solvents.



C. Tire Cord Production Applicability

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said tire manufacturers own and operate cord-treating
fecilities that treat cord for other fabric products, such as belts and hoses, and these facilities will be
regulated by the fabric printing, coating, and dyeing MACT. Sometimes, these facilities treet tire cord
due to equipment maintenance and repair, manufacturing flexibility, or other production needs. These
occasons do not normdly involve amgjority of the facility’s production capecity.

Commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08) recommend that EPA adopt a predominant use mechanism
to determine which of the MACT rules applies based on the mgority of the facility’s production. EPA
should dlow such facilities to determine which MACT gpplies up until the compliance date of the first
goplicable MACT.

Response: Section 63.5981(b)(1) will clarify the potentia overlapping applicability of MACT
standards for tire manufacturers who own and operate cord-treating facilities that produce tire cord as
well as other fabric products, such as belts and hoses. For example, EPA is developing the fabric
printing, coating, and dyeing NESHAP, which will potentialy address the same cord coating operations
astoday’ s rubber tire manufacturing rule. In order to minimize potentidly redundant requirements at
these types of facilities, EPA will change thefind rule to exempt coating activities where the primary
product is aweb substrate other than tire cord, and the activities are regulated by another NESHAP.
In other words, wheretire cord is the primary product, the rubber tire manufacturing NESHAP would
aoply. Whereit is not, the other NESHAP would gpply. Any facility with potentid overlapping
gpplicability would have to determine which NESHAP apply to the facility by the compliance date of
the first gpplicable NESHAP.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) says that warehouse storage vents should not be
subject to the rule because there is no basis in the data collected to support their incluson and they do
not make a sgnificant contribution of HAP emissons from atire cord facility.

Response: This comment is part of abroader issueraised in sections1V.B and IV.D. that
concerns how broadly to define the tire production sources that are used in the compliance
determination. EPA’sintent isto require afacility-wide mass balance, such that al of thetire cord
operation emission sources are part of the compliance demonstration. However, unless the warehouse
gtorage vents somehow serve to reduce HAP emissions that would otherwise be emitted, their
presence in the compliance demondtration is transparent. In generd, EPA assumes that use equals
emissons, unlessthereisacontrol system in place. Therefore, storage vents and other Smilar sources
would be addressed dsawhere in the materia balance. See dso the answers to the questionsin
sectionsV.B and 1V.D.

D. Puncture Sealant Application Subcategory
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said the rule should be structured to include al possible
puncture sealant operations developed by the tire industry. EPA should revise the definition of puncture




Sedant to Sate that it “means a mixture that may include solvent congtituents and mixed rubber
compound....”

Response: In generd, the intent of the change appears acceptable. EPA, however, will add the
phrase “but is not be limited to” to the definition of puncture sedlant in 863.6015 to clarify thet the
mixture components listed in the definition are not exclusive.

E Research and Development Operations

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08) said research and development (R&D)
operations should not be subject to the rule. Excluding them would be consstent with EPA statements
in the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking to list R& D as a separate source category (62 FR
25877) that including R& D operationsin a rule governing manufacturing operations would be
problematic. Therefore, removing R&D activities from the tire manufacturing MACT is congstent with
other EPA programs such as the Toxics Release Inventory Laboratory Activity Exemption. The
commenter sad the tire industry continudly develops new technologies for tire design and manufacture
and including R& D activities in the proposad rule would limit innovation in tire safety and performance
and the resulting environmentd benefits.

The commenter added that EPA lacks consistent data on R& D operations within tire
manufacturing facilities, because the RMA questionnaire did not specificaly request it. Nor has EPA
collected data from stand-alone research facilities. 1f EPA decidesto include R& D operations it must
collect the additiona data and issue a supplemental proposal. The commenter recommends that EPA
remove R& D fadilities from the gpplicability of thisrule, due to the rdatively low emissons associated
with these operations and the tire industry’ s need for flexibility in product innovation.

Response: EPA agrees R& D operations should not be subject to the rubber tire manufacturing
rule. EPA decided excluding them is more consstent with statements in the advanced notice of
proposed rulemaking cited by commenters, which suggested that R& D operations should be listed
separately because including them in a rule governing manufacturing operations would be problemtic.
EPA is not aware of any sand-alone mgor R&D facilities. In fact, R&D isfocused on development of
rubber compounds, which should involve minimal solvent use. For these reasons and because R& D
operations were not necessarily addressed in the MACT floor determination, the fina rule
(863.5981(b)(2)) will exempt R& D facilities as defined in section 112(c)(7) of the CAA. AnR&D
facility is one “whose primary purpose isto conduct research and development into new processes and
products, where such source is operated under the close supervision of technicaly trained personne
and is not engaged in the manufacture of products for commercia salein commerce, except in ade
minimis manner.”

F. Maintenance Solvents
Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08) said the proposed rule€' s statement that the
subpart would apply to “generd plant cleanup operations’ is vague and would ingppropriately include




solvents used for maintaining (vs. cleaning) process equipment. These substances are not included in
the RMA MACT database. The commenter suggests modifying 863.5982 by replacing the reference
to “generd plant cleanup operaions’ with *process equipment cleaning materials.”

Response: EPA agrees with this dlarification and will make the change to the rule.

G Rubber Mixing Operétions

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said the rule should define rubber mixing operations
affected by the rule as those mixing operations whose predominant use is for the mixing of rubber for
rubber tire manufacturing, with predominant use defined as over 50 percent of a source's production.
Such aprovison would dlow for incidenta mixing of rubber for tire components a non-tire
meanufacturing facilities, without unduly triggering gpplicability to this rule. According to the commenter,
thisis relevant because rubber mixing is conducted at both stand-aone rubber mixing operations and at
facilities that mix other rubber products. They suggested that a non-tire manufacturing facility that mixes
rubber for use by atire manufacturing facility would need to determine whether the rule gpplies a the
beginning of each reporting year, based on production information from the previous yesr.

Response: We believe that the impact of the NESHAP on the sources described by the
commenter is minimal because there are no emission limits or other requirements for rubber mixing,
because these mixing operations are included in the rubber processing affected source. In addition, a
rubber mixing operation would have to be amagjor source to be subject to the NESHAP. However,
we have revised the definition of “rubber mixing” in 863.6015 to clarify thet the affected operations are
those that make mixed rubber compound for use in rubber tire manufacturing, which should clarify
gpplicability a sources that make mixed rubber compound for other purposes.

1. MACT DETERMINATIONS

A. Basisfor MACT Standard

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) was concerned that this proposal (and others) resultsin
sgnificant emissons that are either uncontrolled or poorly controlled. Waiting until the resdua risk
phase will delay needed reductions and be much more costly. The commenter said maximum emission
reductions that are achievable with available control technologies need to occur under the initia
MACT/NESHAP rules. EPA should not reject the use of proven control technologiesin setting the
MACT emission limits just because these controls have not previoudy been required in a particular
industry or for a particular process.

Response: EPA has established MACT for this proposal consistent with the direction
Congress provided in the CAA. Asdescribed in sections |.B (What Criteriaare Used in Developing
NESHAP?) and 111.C (How Did We Determine the Basis and Leve of the Proposed Standards for
Existing and New Sources?) of the proposal preamble (65 FR 62414, October 18, 2000), EPA
followed its standard process for establishing the MACT floor and resulting MACT for this source



category. According to the Clean Air Act, the MACT floor is the minimum level of control that assures
that al mgor sources achieve the level of control at least as stringent as that aready achieved by the
better-controlled and lower-emitting sources in each source category or subcategory. EPA aso
considered the viability and costs associated with beyond-the-floor options, but did not identify any
feasible options.

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, IV-D-08) said EPA incorrectly calculated the existing
source MACT floors for tire manufacturing and tire cord sources by considering only the performance
of the lowest-emitting sources in the database. Commenters believe the statutory language in section
112(d)(3)(A), which requires EPA to determine existing source MACT floors by looking at the
“average emisson limitation achieved” by existing sources, means that EPA must establish floors based
on the average permit or regulatory limits gpplicable to such sources. Commenters argue that the term
“emission limitation” isaterm of art defined in section 302(k) and that Congress  choice of the term for
existing source floors, and not new source floors, evidences Congressiona intent to base existing
source floors only on current permit and regulaory requirements.

Response: EPA does not agree that section 112(d)(3) precludes the use of actual performance
data for the best controlled sources in establishing the MACT floor for existing sources. The notion
that, in setting floors for existing sources, EPA must ignore the actud emissions of the top performing
sources and insteed only consder the limits contained in permits these sources happen to have, is not
compelled by the statutory language and would be incongstent with the case law and legidative history
surrounding the MACT floor provisons. EPA believes the gpproach used in this rule reasonably uses
the available data to establish floors that reflect the actud performance of the best performing sources.

The naturd reading of section 112(d)(3) is that the floor isto reflect the performance of the
average of the best performing 12 percent of sources, whatever thet level is. Section 112(d)(3)(A)
dates that the floor must be based on the “average emission limitation achieved by the best performing
12 percent of the exigting sources (for which the Adminigtrator has emissons informetion). . ..” CAA
8 112(d)(3)(A) (emphasis added). Thislanguage strongly suggests that Congress intended EPA to
utilize whatever data it had available regarding the actud emissions from these sources, and that it did
not intend to redtrict EPA to utilizing only permit or regulatory limits. Firgt, the terms “achieved” and
“best performing” refer directly to the sources actual performance. If Congress intended the floor to
be based exclusvely on permit limitations, the sources actud performance would beirrdevant. All that
would matter is the regulatory limit, embodied, not in the sources performance, but in their operating
permits.

The gatute dso specifically directs that the floor is to be based on the performance of those
sources for which EPA has “emissonsinformation,” a pointless reference if regulatory limitations are the
exclusve benchmark for the sandards. Regulatory limitations are a matter of public record, published
in compendia like the Code of Federal Regulations (and their State counterparts) or in the source's
operaing permit. Actud test data, on the other hand, are alimited commaodity which (unlike regulatory



limitations) do not uniformly exist. Congress acknowledged thisin ating (in the parentheticd “for
which the Adminigtrator has emissonsinformation”) that EPA need not generate new emission
information in establishing the exigting source floor -- ameaningless provison if regulaory limitations are
the exclusve means of developing floors. See CAA 8§ 112(d)(3)(A).

Section 112(d)(3)(A) goes on to Sate that the performance of certain sourcesis not to be
consdered in establishing existing source floors. These are “those sources that have. . . first achieved a
leve of emission rate or emission reduction which complies, or would comply if the source is not
subject to such standard, with the lowest achievable emission rate (as defined by section [171] of this
title)® applicable to the source category. . . .” CAA § 112(d)(3)(A) (emphasis added). If only
regulatory limitations could be congdered, Congress would not have needed to refer to an “emission
rate or emisson reduction” -- terms referring to actud performance, not to regulatory limits. Similarly,
if only regulatory limits could be consdered, it would be equdly pointless for Congressto refer to
sources which “would comply if” they were subject to such astandard. Such sources could not be
considered anyway because EPA would be limited to considering only regulatory limits:*

It is thus evident from the statutory text that Congress intended EPA to consider actua
performance information. Not only isthisthe natural sense of the text, but dl of the language just
quoted largely becomes surplusage otherwise, againgt al norma tenets of statutory congtruction. See
generdly Bailey v. United States, 516 U.S. 137, 145-46 (1995).

The legidative history confirms that Congress intended the phrase “emisson limitation” to refer
to dataon sources actud performance, not to regulatory limitations. The overarching requirement of
section 112(d)(2) isthat EPA adopt standards requiring “the maximum degree of reduction in emissons
... achievable” CAA §112(d)(2). Although standards more stringent than the floor must take into
account costs, non-air environmental impacts, and energy factors, Congress included the floor provision
to ensure that standards would never be less stringent than the performance of some percentage of the
best sources. 1d.; 2 A Legiddive Higory of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Comm. Print S.
Prt. 103-38 (“Legidative Higory”) at 3352 (House Report). While both the House and Senate
Committee versons of the bill initidly required some consderation of cost in establishing floors, seeid.

3 Clean Air Act section 171(3) states that “[t]he term ‘lowest achievable emission rate’ means for
any source, that rate of emissons which reflects (A) the most stringent emission limitation which is
contained in the implementation plan of any State for such class or category of source. . . , or (B) the
mogt stringent emission limitation which is achieved in practice by such class or category of source,
whichever is more stringent.”

4 Itisworth noting that where Congress intended to use a phrase defined esewhere in the Act as
aterm of art (here, “lowest achievable emisson rate’), it included a satutory reference to the
gopropriate definition. Congress included no such reference to section 302(k) when using the term
“emisson limitation.”
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vol. 5 at 8509 (Senate Report), val. 2 at 3352 (House Report), both Houses ultimately rejected this
gpproach, adopting the present floor provisions out of concern that such consderation would “gut the
dandards. . . . There needs to be aminimum degree of control in relation to the control technologies
that have aready been attained by the best existing sources.” 2 Legidative Hidory at 2897 (Statement
of Rep. Callins); see ds0 5 Legidaive Higory at 7581 (Senate amendment to require aMACT floor
for new and exigting sources without reference to cost).

The phrase “emission limitation” was added to the statute as part of these floor amendments
reglecting condderation of cost in making MACT floor determinations. Nowhereisthere a hint that
ether the House or Senate intended by adding this language that the floor be based exclusively on
regulatory limits. The Senate Committee bill’ s floor provision required existing source floorsto be as
stringent as new source floors unless technicaly or economicaly infeasible, in which case the floor was
to be the next “levd of control achieved by exigting sources in the category or subcategory beginning
with the most stringent such level” determined to be “generdly feasible and assur[ing] the maximum total
reduction in emissons.” 5 Legidative Higtory a 8081. In adopting the amendment eiminating
consderation of cost and basing floors on the performance of best-performing sources, this provision
was changed by the full Senate, which subgtituted the term “average emissons limitation achieved.” 5
Legidative Higtory at 7581.° The House Committee version had referred to “emission controls
achieved in practice.” 2 Legiddive Hidory at 3107. Before the full House, Representative Dingell
offered an amendment eliminating consderation of cost as well as basing the floor on performance of
the best sources, and in doing so substituted the phrase used by the Senate, “ average emissions
limitation achieved.” 1d. at 2896. Thereisno explanation for the dteration of language, nor isthere any
evidence that anyone redized the language had been dtered, or otherwise attached any import to the
dteration. Rather, the evidence indicates that Congress aways intended the MACT floor to reflect
actud performance. Seeid. at 2898 (satement of Rep. Collins that the existing source floor would be
“based on the cleanest sources”).

The Conference Bill adopted the current text of section 112(d)(3). The provision’s Sponsor,
Sen. Durenberger, explaining the provison in the Senate Debate, made clear that the existing source
floor isto be based on sources performance, not on their permit limitations. * Subsection (d)(3)
provides afloor for existing source MACT. The standard may not be less stringent than the average of
the emisson levels achieved by the best-performing 12 percent of the existing sources within the
category.” 1 Legidative Higory at 870 (emphasis added).

The legidative higtory thus provides no explanation for why Congress selected the term
“emission limitation,” gives no hint thet the legidators even redlized thet “emission limitation” is aterm of
at, and indicates affirmatively that the language is meant to refer to sources actud performance, not to

® Aspassad by the Senate, the bill referred to “emission limitation” rather than “emissions
limitation.” 1 Legidative History at 1598.
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ther regulatory limitations. The legidative history thus confirms what the language of section 112(d)(3)
dready indicates. sources actud performanceis controlling.

The commenters' interpretation would aso be inconsistent with the court opinions interpreting
the requirements of section 112(d)(3). The D.C. Circuit has consgtently held that EPA isto set
MACT floorsfor both new and existing sources that “reflect what the best performing sources actualy
achieve . ...” Cement Kiln Recydling Codition v. EPA, 255 F.3d 855, 861 (emphasis added); see
aso Nationd Lime Assnv. EPA, 233 F.3d 625, 632 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (method for setting floors must
“reasonably estimate the performance of the relevant best performing plants’) (emphasis added); Sierra
Club v. EPA, 167 F.3d 658, 662 (D.C. Cir. 1999) (approach must “generate a reasonable estimate of
the actual performance of the top 12 percent of units.”) (emphasis added). A MACT floor based
soldy on permit limits with no regard to actud performance would be in direct conflict with the
repeated holdings of the Court.

Infact, in Serra Club, EPA itsdf defended the use of permit limitsin determining the MACT
floors for medical waste incinerators under CAA section 129.° Sierra Club, 167 F.3d at 661. In that
case, EPA based floor limitations for existing sources on state permit data supplemented in some cases
by “uncontrolled” data from sources not subject to regulatory limits. EPA argued that this approach
was adlowed by the statute, based on the definition of “emission limitation” in section 302(k), while the
Petitioner argued that the permitting limits could not be consdered a al because they were not data
showing asource' s performance. 167 F.3d at 661. The Court held, in language equaly applicable
here, that:

[t]he permissibility of EPA’s gpproach does not turn on the applicability of section
[302(k)], but on whether using the state regulatory data is a reasonable means of
estimating the performance of the top 12 percent of MWIsin each subcategory. |If
using the state data s reasonable for this purpose, EPA does not need § [302(K)]; if
using the state data is unreasonable, then EPA has conceded that § [302(k)] will not
saveits pogtion.

6 Section 129(a)(2) states that for existing MWIs, “[€]missions standards . . . may be less stringent
than standards for new units in the same category but shal not be less stringent than the average
emissions limitation achieved by the best performing 12 percent of unitsin the category.” This language
isidentica to section 112(d)(3), except that section 112(d)(3) has the parenthetica “ (for which the
Adminigrator has emissons information),” language which, as noted above, further demonstrates that
EPA is authorized to condgder actua performance, not just regulatory limits. Compare CAA
§ 129(a)(2) with CAA 8 112(d)(3); see dso Nationa Lime Assn, 233 F.3d at 632 (finding the
additiona phrase in section 112 “ says nothing about what data the Agency should useto caculate
emission standards.”).
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Id. The Court furthermore rejected the argument that Congress had directly addressed the issue of
whether use of regulatory datais mandated or not mandated. Id. Thus, in congruing language in
section 129(a)(2) of the Act, which is essentidly identica to that in section 112(d)(3), the Court held
EPA is not obligated to establish floors based on regulatory limits, and strongly intimated that to do so
would be impermissbleif the regulatory limits are not themsdves a reasonable gpproximation of the
actua performance of the average of the best performing 12 percent of sources. 167 F.3d at 661-62.

The remainder of the Sierra Club opinion likewise makes no senseif commenter’ s interpretation
that “emisson limitation” refers only to regulatory limitations were to be accepted. For example, the
Court cautioned againgt using permit data that are not reasonable proxies of the performance of the
average of the best performing units. The Court thus stated, in a passage precisdy anticipating the
present case, that if permit limitations are conggtently higher (more lenient) than levels achievable by the
best performing sources, the permit limitations would not be an accurate modd of the sources
performance, and hence it would be improper to use those limitations to assess existing source floor
levels. 167 F.3d at 661-62."

In short, permitting and other regulatory limitations can be used asa“proxy” for the
performance of the best performing 12 percent of sources, but such useis not compelled, and cannot
be used where those limitations are not an accurate model of the sources performance. Id. at 662.
Here EPA reasonably declined to rely on such permit limits because they fail to reflect the superior
performance actualy achieved by the best performing 12 percent of sources.

B. Rubber Processng MACT

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said EPA properly excluded rubber processing
emissons from the MACT. The commenter agreed that HAP emissions from these operations result
from various chemica and physical reactions, and no known substitutes exist for the basic ingredientsin
tire manufacturing. The commenter added that the HAP emissions cannot be effectively and
economicaly controlled through the use of pollution control technology.

One commenter (1V-D-04) said EPA did not support its assertion that add-on control devices
for rubber processing emissons are feasible but unreasonably expensive with any data or information.
The commenter said the high volume low concentration (HVLC) emissons that are typica of these
processes can be handled by avariety of off-the-shdlf technologies. The commenter specificaly
indicated that concentrators combined with oxidizers are available, proven, and cost effective. The

" If use of permit limitations is compelled, not only could their use never be improper, but there
would have been no reason for the Court even to discuss the issue. Likewise, there would have been
no reason for the Court’ s discussion of whether it was arbitrary for EPA to rely partidly on datafrom
uncontrolled sources, id. a 664, unlessit was legdly permissible for EPA to consgder such non-
regulatory data
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commenter attached a paper documenting these clams. The commenter was unaware of any technicd
issues that would preclude the use of this technology.

Response: EPA congdered beyond the floor control optionsin establishing MACT for the
rubber processing source category. However, based on information provided by industry, EPA
concluded that the cost of add-on controls was too high to require them as the basis of the standard.
For example, regenerative incineration would cost more than $200,000 per ton of HAP controlled.®
The industry cost andysis aso consdered the use of the concentrating whedl oxidation technology, but
concluded that the gas flow ratesin “this gpplication” vary too widely to render a concentrating whedl
economically feasible, except in case-by-case Stuations’

EPA has reviewed information provided by the commenter to further evaluate the applicability
of this technology to rubber processing operations.’® The hybrid system incorporates arotary
concentrator with conventional oxidation (emission reduction) technology. The concentrator provides a
mechanism to concentrate low organic concentration gas streams in order to make destruction or
removad, for example, with afollowing oxidizer, a more cost-effective control technique. The
technology has been used internationally and domesticaly, most recently in the semiconductor indudtry.

The commenter presents the result of the “hybrid” gpplication to styrene emission control and
testing conducted in 1988 at one reinforced fiberglass plant in North America. The reinforced
fiberglass industry sheet molding compound machine is a continuous process. Specificaly the machine
isin continua production for the operating shift. In contrast, the mixing operations within the rubber tire
industry are batch operations where components of the intended rubber compound are dumped into a
mixer, mixed and dumped to aralling mill. Emissons only occur during the kneading process of mixing
in the rubber compound mixer. There are severa minutes in the tire mixing process where there are no
emissons due to the time between mixes.

The fiberglass operation involved a 50 parts per million by volume (ppmv) styrene
concentration and 5,000 actud cubic feet per minute (acfm) exhaust. The “concentrator” captures
approximately 96 percent of the organics, which resultsin an exhaust flow to the oxidizer approximatey
10 timessmaler, i.e,, 500 acfm, to the thermd oxidizer. Thus a capture and control efficiency of

8Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. June 8, 2000.
Recommendation of the MACT Hoor for Volatile Organic HAP Emissions from Rubber Processing in
the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

°Report: Rubber Tire Manufacturing Standard Economic Andysis. Page 3-6. May 1999.
Prepared for the RMA by Dames & Moore.

OMemorandum from T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG to Project File. April 11, 2001. Review of Possible
Control Technology Application To Rubber Tire MACT

14



approximately 94 percent (capture of 96 percent as tested coupled with a 98-percent oxidizer
destruction efficiency) could be redized.

Typicd median flow associated with rubber tire mixing (rubber processing) emissonsis
235,000 acfm (5to 6 mixers). This represents the flow for subsequent control. The per-mixer air flow
rateis approximately 33,239 acfm, which is about 7 times higher than the hybrid gpplication
information. Relative emissons associated with the tire mixing model plant are gpproximeatdy 0.006
pounds per minute. Thislevel of emissons and flow are much smdler with higher volumes then the
example in the paper provided by the commenter. Because typica oxidizers are designed for exhaust
flows of 50,000 acfm or less, reducing the exhaust flow to gpproximately 23,500 acfm would alow for
adgngle oxidizer desgn. Thus, usng a concentrator to asss in lowering the amount of air flow to an
oxidizer reduces the number of oxidizers forming the basis of our origind $226,000 cost estimate.

EPA roughly estimated the impact on the cost of the modd facility by dividing the origina cost
egtimate of $226,000 per ton of emission reduction by 6 (the origina cost andysis used 6 oxidizersto
achieve the contral of the exhaust and mixer configuration). The resulting value would be approximeately
$40,000 dollars per ton of emission reduction.

Though thisis asgnificant difference in the cost of controlling the organic emissons from tire
processing mixers, it is till too high to be considered a beyond-the-floor technology for existing and
new facilities. Moreover, the effectiveness of this technology is uncertain due to the non-continuous,
batch operations at these units. Therefore, EPA has not revised its beyond-the-floor determination
based on the use of thistechnology.

EPA dso consdered whether there are any pollution prevention controls or procedures that
could establish MACT for the rubber processing source category. As described in the proposa
preamble (65 FR 62425), HAP emissions associated with rubber compound processing result from the
physica breskdown of polymers during the mixing, and chemica reactions that occur when eevated
temperatures in mixing and milling affect the individua rubber compounds. The rubber compounds
used in tires must meet certain characteristic properties to ensure attainment of technica specifications
such as safety, performance, mileage and fuel economy. There are no known substitutes for the basic
ingredients used to make the individua rubber compounds that would result in lower HAP emissons.

In addition, because the emissons are a function of proprietary compounds designed to achieve specific
product requirements and produce different tire types and tire components, the variaion in emissons
between plantsis not something that EPA can use to distinguish less polluting compounds and practices.
Therefore, there are no pollution prevention or work practice standards identified for rubber processing
operaionsat thistime.

C. Tire Production MACT
Comment: Commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-08, 1V-D-09) said the two emission limitation
options for the tire production subcategory are not equivalent, because Option 2 (production-based
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option) is more stringent than Option 1 (HAP-condtituent option). Thereis no judtification for this
disparity and the two options should be equivaent. Otherwise, Option 2 represents a beyond-the-floor
requirement.

Even if EPA uses the generd floor-setting methodology that RMA believesisillegd, (see
section 111.A), the commenter believes that EPA should set the emission limitation for cements and
solvent in Option 2 at 0.000156 pounds emission HAP per pound of rubber processed (0.312 pounds
HAP/ton rubber processed). This was the emission limit presented to RMA in April, 1999 asthe
average emissions of the five best performing sources.

Response: As described in the proposa preamble (65 FR 62426), Option 1 represents the
MACT floor and MACT. EPA developed Option 2 to represent a second form of the emission
limitation expressed in mass of HAP emitted per mass of rubber processed. Option 2 must be at least
as stringent as Option 1, but is not required to be equivalent. Because the use of Option 2 isnot
required, it is not a beyond-the-floor requirement. Instead, it provides sources flexibility in how they
meet the emisson limitation.

Regarding the commenters assertion that EPA should consider setting the emission limitation
achieved by the best performing sources as presented to the industry in April 1999*, these limits were
based on total HAP emissions from rubber processing and cements and solvents use as well asthe
1999 version of the RMA database. That data base was updated prior to proposal, and rubber
processing was established as a separate subcategory. Therefore, an analysis made using the 2000
database only for the cement and solvent usage subcategory would result in 0.00758 Ib of “potentia”
HAP per ton of “potentid” rubber processed, assuming the floor could be based on the five facilities
with detectable HAP usage. However, EPA bdievesthe rationde explained in the preamble for use of
de minimis reportable threshold quantities of HAPs represents MACT and using these sources from the
200 database does not represent the best controlled sources. Option 2, therefore, is calculated to
achieve at least the same de minimis levels of emissions of the MACT floor on a per ton of rubber
processed basis.

Comment: Commenters (IV-D-10, IV-D-07, IV-D-08, IV-D-09, IV-G-01, 1V-G-02) said
EPA should set an emisson limitation with a meaningful control technology option, because
reformulaion isnot an option in al cases due to the need for extensive equipment modification and
modernization and facility configuration and the extensive costs associated with such changes (likely
exceeding $50 to $100 million per plant according to commenters). The dlowable emission levelsin
Options 1 and 2 effectively rule out control devices as acompliance option due to achievable capture
efficiency raesin the tire production industry.

“Memorandum from C. Overcash, EC/R, and W. Sanford, Sanford Consulting, to T. Wayne,
EPA/PPSG. April 27,1999. Summary of April 14, 1999 meseting with Representatives of the RMA.
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According to one commenter (1V-D-10), total permanent enclosures are ingppropriate for use
on process equipment because of worker access needs, drying time requirements, and space
condraints. A redigtic overdl removd efficiency is 70 to 75 percent. Continued innovation and
improvements in tire technology, including improvementsin fuel economy, will achieve environmenta
benefits. Without the option of using pollution control equipment, this rule will stifle environmenta and
safety benefits.

One commenter (1V-D-08) added that existing control efficiencies would limit HAP content to
amaximum of 5 percent. Because reformulation of al cements and solvents across dl product linesis
not feasible, meaningful options for controlling emissons must be available for those cements the
industry cannat reformulate without compromising product quality.

Response: A centrd fact in EPA’ sresponse to these issues is that Option 1 is based on the
MACT floor determination for tire production affected sources. Based on data provided by the RMA,
EPA determined that emissons from these sources are controlled primarily through pollution prevention
measures such as reformulation or other changes in process operations, which reduce or diminate
HAP. Infact, of the 41 reported existing tire production facilities, 11 reported no potential for HAP
emissons from cement or solvent use above the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) de minimis reporting threshold limitations for HAP-containing compounds. Because there was
no basis for further subcategorizing tire production sources, thislevel of performance represents MACT
for al tire production affected sources.

Despite aMACT floor determination based on pollution prevention, the proposed emission
limits were crafted to dlow the use of add-on control technologies as a compliance option because
EPA recognized that some exigting facilities currently use them to control a portion of their emissons.
EPA adso wanted to dlow al sources the flexibility to use add-on controls, aslong asthe MACT floor
requirements were met, if they found them more attractive than pollution prevention measuresin
reducing emissions from certain operations. EPA believes the result is ameaningful control technology
option. While most facilities would have to achieve some increased leve of pollution prevention to
comply with the find rule, they would have the option to use add-on controls on any of the emisson
sources a the facility to provide additiona needed reductions. As described below, assuming that
sources used add-on controls on dl of the available emisson sources, the additiona pollution
prevention reductions to meet the emission limits would range from O to 54 percent, with 27 percent as
the average reduction. Given the tremendous strides in pollution prevention dready achieved by the
industry, EPA believes the NESHAP limits are achievable and that the control technology option is
vidble

In addition to the cost estimate prepared for the find rule, EPA aso conducted a theoretical
cost andys's usng more consarvative (i.e., high-end) assumptions regarding the level of reformulation
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and the probable capture efficiencies? Thistheoretica andysis maximized the number of sources
ingtaling add-on control devices, reduced add-on control capture efficiencies, and determined solvent
reformulation costs on a facility-specific bass. Table 2 presents the overdl cost differences between
the proposal cost estimates and these theoretical estimates for both new and existing sources.

TABLE 2. PROPOSAL COST ESTIMATE VS, THEORETICAL COST ESTIMATE

Cost Andyss | Annud Cogt Number of Total Add-on | Totad Annua | Tota Annud
Verson of Add-on Sources Control Cost | Cost of Solvent Cost ($)
Controls Implementing (%) Reformulaion
($fadility) Add-on %)
Controls

Proposal Cost | $1,288,383 8 $10,307,164 | $11,051,640 | $21,358,804
Andyss
Theoretica $1,288,383 26 $33,497,958 $1,559,887 | $35,057,845
Cogt Andlyss

The proposal control cost andlysis assumed that 7 existing sources and 1 projected new source
would ingtal add-on control devices and determined solvent reformulation costs based on average
modd plant parameters, including the modd plant HAP emisson reduction necessary to mest the
MACT floor leve of control. The theoreticad anays's used solvent reformulation estimations from the
proposal control cost analysis for cost per ton HAP removed, but determined facility-specific costs
basad on HAP reduction needed to mest the floor. Solvent reformulation costs per ton HAP removed
were used from the proposal cost andys's, as opposed to new costs generated on existing major
source mean va ues because they resulted in a higher, more conservative cos.

The control costs were calculated for mgjor sources only, using the Co$t-Air Control Cost
soreadsheet for regenerative thermal oxidizers' and engineering estimates. According to the RMA
database, there are 31 tire production facilities that are mgjor sources of HAP based on potentia to
emit. Inorder to generate a conservative estimate of control costs, EPA assumed that 25 of these
facilities ingtalled add-on control devices, 5 facilities are dready meeting the sandard, and 1 facility

2Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and K. Holmes, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. Apil
5,2001. Supplementa Control Cost Andysisfor Tire Production in the Rubber Tire Manufacturing

Source Category.

13 The latest versions of the Co$t-Air control cost spreadsheets can be downloaded from
<<http://mww.epa.gov/ttn/catc/products.html#ccinfo>>. These soreadsheets are derived from the

OAQPS Control Cost Manud, Fifth Edition. EPA 450/3-90-006. January, 1996.



undertook solvent reformulation alone. Thisfacility dready has an existing add-on control device for
HAP emission reduction and EPA assumed further add-on controls would not beingaled. The
andysis used a consarvative estimate of feasible emisson reduction from the ingalation of an add-on
control device and determined if each facility could meet the MACT floor level of control with the add-
on control done. If afacility could not meet the floor level of control with the add-on control device
aone, the andyss determined the amount of HAP reduction required to meet the floor through solvent
reformulation in conjunction with the add-on control. Each of the 25 facilities installing add-on control
devices dso required solvent reformulation to meet the MACT floor level of control. The analysisaso
assumed that there would be 1 new facility in the next 3 years, and this facility would use add-on
control/solvent reformulation to meet the sandard.

Theinitid proposa cost andlysis assumed 100-percent capture and 99-percent destruction
efficiency from each process stream, excluding tank emissons. The process streams assumed to be
controlled at the 99-percent level in the proposa cost andysis were 1) tread end cementing, 2)
undertread cementing, 3) miscellaneous plant-wide cements and solvents, 4) cement house, 5) green
tire pray, and 6) bead cementing. The theoretical andlysis assumed that each of the 6 process streams
controlled in the proposa cost analysiswill till be controlled via an add-on control device. However,
the associated capture efficiencies for these streams were assumed to be 85 percent for tread end
cementing, undertread cementing, cement house, green tire oray, and bead cementing and 50 percent
for miscellaneous plant-wide cements and solvents. These capture efficiencies were based on data
received from RMA and generd engineering estimates. With these assumed capture and control
efficiencies, to achieve an overal HAP emisson reduction sufficient to meet the MACT floor leve of
control each facility ingtdling an add-on control device must o reduce HAP emissions through solvent
reformulation.

Based on thisandysis, sources should be able to use add-on control technologies to achieve 46
to 100 percent of their needed emission reductions, with an average reduction of 73 percent. The
resulting estimated amount of reductions needed from pollution prevention to make up the difference
ranges from O to 60 tons per year, with an average reduction of 8.7 tons per year. However, the
source representing the 60 ton per year “ shortfal” can actualy obtain over 70 percent of its total
needed reductions using add-on controls. Alternatively, the source represented by the need to achieve
the grestest percentage of its reductions using pollution prevention (54 percent), only hasto achieve an
additiond reduction of 0.27 tons per year using pollution prevention. The EPA bdievesthisandyss
shows that the add-on control technology option will be technicaly viable for the mgority of the
industry.

14 Dames and Moore. RMA / Dames and Moore Report: Rubber Tire Manufacturing NESHAP
Standard Economic Anadysis. May 1999.
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Even consdering impacts based on these more conservative (higher end of range) assumptions,
thefind rule will not trigger the $100 million significant rule criterion used by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), let alone approach the estimate provided by one commenter of $50 to $100
million per plant to meet the emission limits.

D. Puncture Sealant MACT

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said EPA overreached in establishing a new source
gtandard that is more stringent than the existing source standard based on asingle facility. EPA faled to
conduct a“beyond the floor” andysis that includes the economic and technica feashility to support its
determination.

Response: EPA determined the new source MACT floor by looking a similar sourcesin other
industries and found that Smilar sources are achieving better performance using the same technology
currently used at the one exigting puncture sealant source. Indudtries that emit volatile organic
compounds (VOC) have extensve experience in usng pollution control technologiesto control the
gaseous pollutants. Carbon adsorption, which is presently the control technology in place at the single
exising puncture sedant gpplication facility, can typicaly achieve greater than 90 percent efficiencies
with inlet gaseous pollutant concentrations gregter than afew hundred parts per million by volume
(ppmv). At concentrations greater than 1000 ppmv, efficiencies can exceed 95 percent. The existing
puncture sedlant facility shows an inlet stream concentration of at least 1,400 ppmv. Use of combustion
technologies, even at low pollutant concentrations (Iess than 100 ppmv), can generdly achieve 90 to 95
percent destruction efficiency. At higher concentrations, destruction efficiencies of 95 to 98 percent are
achieved.™ Therefore, EPA believes that control devices at new facilities should be able to should be
ableto achieve at least 95 percent efficiency.

Because commenters raised cost concerns, EPA compared the cost of installing an 86-percent
efficient control device to the cost of a 95-percent efficient control device & anew facility. Because
the driving factor in the cost andyssisthe airflow rate of the inlet stream, it actualy costslessto ingall
a 95-percent efficient carbon adsorber than an 86-percent efficient one. Thisis because both units
would have the same total annua cost in the absence of recovery credits, but the more efficient device
would achieve greater product recovery, which reduces the annual operating cost.!® Therefore, even if
the standard for new sources were considered a beyond-the-floor standard, the MACT determination
would be the same.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) sad the rule should specify what type of emissons are
to be reduced. EPA should specify that the puncture sealant regulation only applies to emissons of

5 Air and Waste Management Association. Air Pollution Engineering Manud. 1992, p. 15.

6 Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. January 25, 2002. Cost
Comparison of Carbon Adsorption Systems.
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tota HAPs from puncture sedlant spray booth operations, but facilities may use measurements of total
VOC as asurrogate for HAPs for compliance demonstration purposes, usng EPA Method 25A. This
change would be consistent with EPA’ s approach for tire production and tire cord production.

Response: The commenter’s clarification is congstent with EPA’ s origind intent, and EPA will
revise Table 3, Emissions Limitations for Puncture Sedlant Application Affected Sources, to require
sources to “reduce spray booth HAP (measured as VOC) emissions....” Theuseof VOCsasa
surrogate for organic HAPs is desirable for severd reasons. Thefirgt isthat the HAPs of concern (eg.,
toluene, hexane, formadehyde, methanol, and styrene) are themselves VOCs. The second is that many
exigting control devices have been designed and operated to control VOC emissons. EPA has
assumed that the performance of these control devices with respect to VOC and organic HAPis
equivaent because the organic HAP commonly used in thisindustry are dso VOC. Findly, the test
methods used (EPA Method 25 or 25A) are designed to measure tota hydrocarbons (of which VOC
are asubset). These methods are smpler to use than Method 18, which speciates HAP using gas
chromatography. Method 18 imposes an unnecessary burden if measuring VOC is sufficient to
demonstrate compliance.

E Beyond the FHoor Options for Other Affected Sources

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) said EPA should consider the use of oxidizers,
epecidly catays systems, as beyond-the-floor technologiesin thisindustry. Tire cord facilities have
been using cataytic systems since the 1970's and advancements in the technology make it a candidate
for the tire manufacturing industry. The commenter said the proposal underestimates the destruction
efficiencies being achieved by control technologies and subsequently overestimates the cost per ton of
emissions control. EPA’s brief discussion of control devices does not indicate a percent control
efficiency for any of the sources, much less the best performing facilities.

Response: Prior to proposal, EPA caculated the cost of meeting the tire production emission
gandard using aregenerative therma oxidizer (with a 99-percent remova efficiency and 95-percent
heat recovery) a amodd tire production facility.r” Based on this andysis, the cost per ton of HAP
removed was $12,513. As a beyond-the-floor technology option, these costs were determined to be
unreasonable. However, EPA reviewed the background technical information regarding the use of
catdytic oxidizers as aviable control technology in thisindustry. According to industry analyses, they
represent an available control technology for gpplication to the exhaust from the tire manufacturing
process.’® Therefore, EPA caculated the cost per ton of HAP removed for the mode facility based on
the use of a catalytic oxidizer (with a 99-percent remova efficiency and a 70-percent hegt recovery).

"Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and H. Brown, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. June
7, 2000. Control Cogtsfor Tire Production in the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

8Report: Rubber Tire Manufacturing Standard Economic Analysis. Page 3-6. May 1999.
Prepared for the RMA by Dames & Moore.
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This cost was $21,030 per ton of HAP removed. Costs were higher due to less heat recovery (70
percent from the catalytic system vs. 95 percent from the regenerative system) and the added capital
costs.™®

EPA dso caculated the cost of meeting the tire cord production emisson sandard using a
regenerative thermd oxidizer (with a 98-percent removal efficiency and a 95-percent heet recovery ) at
amodd tire cord production facility.*® Based on this andysis, the cost per ton of HAP removed for
new and existing sources was $67,600. As a beyond-the-floor technology option, these costs were
determined to be unreasonable. As described above, EPA also caculated the cost of meeting the
gtandard using catalytic oxidation technology (with a 98-percent removal efficiency and a 70-percent
heet recovery). The cost per ton of HAP reduced is $101,000 for an existing tire cord production
model plant.

EPA considered the beyond-the-floor costs of requiring incineration in place of carbon
absorption for the puncture sealant source. This cost was calculated to be approximately $28,500 per
ton of emisson reduction per year. Since EPA has information on only one puncture sedlant affected
source, EPA used the information provided for that source in looking at the beyond-the-floor option of
incineration. EPA determined that the beyond-the-floor incineration option was unreasonable because
the exigting affected puncture sedant emissons are vented at alow air flow rate of gpproximately 3,000
cubic feet per minute. EPA determined that it would be unreasonable to require the replacement of the
carbon adsorption system by incineration technology for the puncture sedant operation alone.

EPA concluded that the fina rule did congder the use of oxidation technologies and explicitly
dlowsthar use at al affected sources due to the format of the standards.

F. Universal Cetification Alterndive

Comment: Commenters (IV-D-10, 1V-D-07, and IV-D-08) said EPA should create an
aternative standard (and associated compliance procedures) for tire cord production and/or puncture
sedlant operations that would alow facilities to meet the standard by certifying annudly that formulations
used in such operations are less than 1% HAP or 0.1% of those HAPs specified in Table 16 of the
proposed rule. This would encourage pollution prevention. 1t would then be necessary to revise the
related compliance provisions to implement this approach.

¥Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and K. Holmes, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. May
15, 2001. Comparison of Regenerative Therma Oxidation (RTO) v. Catadytic Oxidation (CO) Costs
for the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

2OMemorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and H. Brown, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. June
7, 2000. Control Costsfor Tire Cord Production in the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

21See footnote 13.
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One commenter (1V-D-07) added that the entire tire cord treating industry segment is very
smdl in reationship to the other “MACT” categories. All tire cord treating facilities use aqueous-based
dip solutions that are dready very low in total HAP content. As these solutions are applied to thetire
cord fabric, they react further, and prevent the release of some of those HAPs. This further minimizes
HAP emissions, which provides additional support for an dternative gpproach that allows sourcesto
certify formulations based on HAP content.

Response: For tire production operations, this option is referred to as the condtituent option.
EPA agrees with the commenters that providing asimilar option for tire cord producers and puncture
sedlant operations would encourage pollution prevention. Demondrating compliance with a condtituent
option would require additiona emission reductions beyond those required by the MACT, but sinceits
use would be optiona it would not congtitute a beyond-the-floor requirement. However, EPA believes
that itsusewill be limited to a monthly compliance dternative (Smilar to rows 2 and 3 of Table 1 of
subpart XXXX as proposed), as the annud dternative (row 1 of Table 1 of subpart XXXX) islimited
to purchased coatings. Mog, if not dl, tire cord manufacturers mix their coatings on-gte, which would
require the use of the monthly compliance demondration. EPA will revise thefind rule to add these
compliance options.

V. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION ISSUES

A. Rale of Method 311 in Compliance Demondirations

Comment: One commenter, (IV-D-03) requested that EPA darify that an individua Method
311 test isnot required for every batch of solvent or cement. Instead, EPA should darify inthe find
preamble that tire production facilities may rely on information about HAP content provided to them by
their supplier, aslong astheir supplier conducts periodic testing (based on Method 311) to ensure that
its products meet sales specifications for HAP content. In most cases, solvent producers will Smply
ensure that the HAP content is below the de minimis RCRA reporting threshold for SARA Title 1.
Where asolvent may contain aHAP & alevel above the applicable thresholds, the solvent supplier
amply certifiesthat it will not exceed a certain concentration. The tire production facility can then use
this “not-to-exceed” leve in determining compliance.

Other commenters (IV-D-10, IV-C-2, 1IV-D-08, 1V-D-09, IV-G-01) suggested that the rule
dlow for formulation data (materid safety data sheets (MSDS) and certificates of compliance) to be
used in lieu of Method 311 testing. One commenter (1V-D-10) said EPA has used this gpproach in
MACT rulesfor metd coil coating and large gppliances. These rules specify thet if there isa conflict
between formulation data and Method 311, the latter governs. Another commenter (IV-D-08) added
that use of the MSDS to screen products for HAP content will diminate testing of hundreds of non-
HAP containing materids.

Response: EPA reviewed the use of Method 311 in other recent coating standards proposed or
promulgated by the Agency. In order to be consstent with these slandards and minimize the need for

23



individud facilities to develop dternative methods if they do not choose to use Method 311, EPA
agrees with the commenters to add flexibility to the process of certifying HAP contents of materias
used in the tire manufacturing industry. See 8863.5994(a)(1), 63.5997(a)(1), and 63.6000(c).

Specificdly, the reference test method for measuring the HAP content of tire manufacturing
cements, solvents, and coatings will continue to be EPA Method 311 (andysis of Hazardous Air
Pollutant Compounds in Paints and Coatings by Direct Injection Into a Gas Chromatograph). Thisis
an established method that is gppropriate for measuring the types of HAP used in these materids.
Sources may use dternative methods that EPA approves for measuring HAP content.

Thefind rule will not require a compliance test for HAP content, nor will it require asource to
test every shipment of materialsit receives. However, the source will be respongble for verifying, by
any reasonable means such as periodic testing or manufacturer’s certification, the HAP content of the
materias used at the facility. EPA may require the source to conduct atest at any time using EPA
Method 311 (or an gpproved dternative method) to confirm the HAP content reported in the
compliance reports. If there is any inconsistency between the results of EPA Method 311 test and any
other means of determining HAP content, the Method 311 results will govern.

Comment: Commenters (IV-D-03, IV-D-10) said the find rule should clarify the compliance
demonstration does not need to be used to determine the precise HAP content of the tested materid,
30 long asit iswithin the de minimis reporting threshold discussed in the proposed rule (0.1 percent for
certain listed HAPs and 1.0 percent for other HAPs,) Theseissues are important because solvents and
other chemicas are sold to meet minimum purity levels, which alows the manufacturer to avoid testing
every singlelot. According to the commenters, severa other regulatory programs have embraced the
de minimis concept.

Response: The revised rule language dlowing “other reasonable means’ to determine HAP
content will provide thisflexibility.

B. Method 311 and Costing Preparation Stages

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-02) asked EPA to clarify whether the Method 311 test
should be performed after the coating is mixed, reacted, and aged, which would not account for the
HAPs emitted from the mixing process. However, if the sample were collected from the mix tank after
the addition of al the chemicals, but prior to subsequent processing, the analysis would overestimate the
overdl HAP emissions from the affected source. Thisis becausetire cord coatings (“dip formulations’)
commonly react during the mixing and storage operations. During these reactions, aHAP such as
formadehyde cross-links the polymers contained in the dip formulation. After this cross-linking
reaction occurs, the chemicd is unavailable to be released as an air emisson during subsequent
processing steps. For formadehyde, the chemica conversion rate typicaly equals or exceeds 99
percent.
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Response: At proposal, EPA assumed that the amount of HAP used in the tire cord production
process would equa the amount of HAP emitted. EPA aso assumed sources would document their
materid baances usng records of the HAP contents of raw materias delivered to the mixing process.
Alternatively, sources could sample the coating mixture to verify HAP content. Based on comments, it
gopears the issue of reactive coatingsis sgnificant for tire cord production. However, the commenters
solution to only address pogt-mixing HAP would ignore potentia fugitive emission losses from mixers.

EPA will gill assumein thefind rule thet sources will base their materia balances on the
assumption that 100 percent of the HAP added to the coating mixture is emitted. However, sources
will be alowed to account for HAP “losses’ resulting from chemical reactions, e.g., curing or post-
application reactions. Sources can caculate these |osses based on the conversion rates of the individua
dip formulations, chemistry demondirations, or other demondtrations that are verifiable to the gpproving
agency. Sources may then use the revised vaue in their compliance demondrations. EPA will change
the final rule to add these provisons. See 863.5997(a)(2).

C. Tire Production Compliance Equations

Comment: Commenters (IV-D-10, 1V-D-08) said equations 1 and 2 in 863.5994(b) are
inappropriate as gpplied to Option 2 in the Tire Production subcategory. They noted the following
problems:

. Equation 1 requires HAP information in terms of specific HAP, while Option 2 appears to
provide an emission limitation in terms of total HAP.

. The subgtitution of RMASS for TMASS terms will not work because TMASSisin gramsand
RMASS isin megagrams.

One commenter (IV-D-08) said smilar changes are needed in the tire cord production equations.

Response: EPA agrees that the proposed equations 1 and 2 in 863.5994(b) are ingppropriate
as applied to Option 2 in the Tire Production subcategory. Additiona equations have been added in
the finad NESHAP in 863.5994(c) to provide an emission rate cdculation in terms of tota HAP.
Similar equations have aso been added to the tire cord production (863.5997(c)) and puncture sedant
subcategories (863.6000(d)).

Comment: According to commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08), the proposed requirement to
“determine your quantity of rubber processed into tires (megagrams) by accounting for the total mass of
rubber that enters al processes subsequent to the mixing process’ is ambiguous and could result in
multiple counting of the same rubber, if it were counted each time it entered a process subsequent to the
mixing process. One commenter (1V-D-10) suggested the following language for 863.5994(c)(2):
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Quantity of rubber processed into tires. Determine your quantity of rubber
processed into tires by accounting for the total mass of rubber that is cured into tires,
plus the total mass of rubber that is disposed of as scrap rubber.

Response: EPA agrees that the proposed requirement could be read to result in multiple
countings of the same rubber, which was not EPA’ s intent. As proposed, EPA’ s assumption was that
sources would only count the rubber a the time it exited the mixing process and was used. The
commenter’ s definition is broader than thisintent, because it would add scrap rubber into the
denominator value of the compliance equations, thereby decreasing the resulting caculated emissons.
Instead, EPA has clarified 863.5994(c)(2) to say that the obligation is to determine the quantity of
rubber used (megagrams) by accounting for the total mass of mixed rubber compound that is delivered
to the tire production operation. This change clarifies that the rubber should be counted at the point of
use. EPA dso will replace the proposed definition in 863.6015 of “rubber processed” with adefinition
of “rubber used” that includes the total mass of mixed rubber compound ddlivered to the tire production
operation in atire manufacturing facility (e.g., the collection of warm-up mills, extruders, cdendars, tire
building, or other tire component and tire manufacturing equipment).

D. Tire Cord Production Compliance Equations

Comment: According to commenters (1V-D-10, IV-D-07, IV-D-08, 1V-D-09, 1V-G-01), the
equations in 863.5997 assume a Smple mass balance can be used to determine emissions. However,
thisis based on an erroneous assumption that HAP materids introduced into the dip mixing operations
equal HAP emissions, or HAP emissions prior to controls. One commenter (1V-D-10) described the
typica mixing process and the chemical reactions that occur in the dip prior to the saturators. EPA
should revise the definitions of “HAP;,” “HAP,,” and “HAP,* to specify that they are the mass percent
of the HAP in the coating as it is used in the saturator after any reactions have occurred. These
percentages can be calculated by the facility based on the conversion rates associated with the facility’s
individud dip formulations,

One commenter (1V-D-02) said the definition of the “HAP;” in equations 1 and 2 in §863.5997
in the proposed rule should be revised to replace the words “ as purchased” with “present” or add the
words “or present.” If the intent is mass percent of HAP in the raw materiads, the commenter asked
that the emission determination procedures be revised to address HAPs in the mixing process that are
not emitted in subsequent unit operations.

Response: The commenters solution to only address post-mixing HAP would ignore potentid
fugitive emisson losses from mixers. Section 63.5997(a)(2) of the fina rule will instead alow sources
to account for HAP “losses’ resulting from chemica reactionsin their compliance demongtrations.

Comment: One commenter (1V-G-01) suggested EPA establish separate mechanisms that

distinguish between whether or not a control deviceis used. The commenter agrees an equation can
address situations where control devices are not used. However, the commenter said operational
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differencesin the way that different facilities use control devices preciudes the use of a Sngle equation
upon which to demonstrate compliance. Instead, the commenter recommended EPA list guidance
criteriafor use by affected sources and permit writers to develop a Ste-gpecific equation to
demongtrate compliance when using a control device. The commenter provided the following criteria

. Totd fabric process, total coatings used, number of coatings used and total mass of HAP
emitted should be reported on a monthly basis.

. Mass fraction of HAP should be calculated as applied to the fabric at the saturator, determined
by manufacturers or supplier information and caculation of chemicd reaction yied prior to
gpplication, or by use of method 311.

. Compliance equations must dlow for caculations of emissons from combination of controlled
and uncontrolled zones of tire cord treating lines.
. Control device efficiency should be determined by measuring the totd mass rate of HAP at inlet

and outlet of control device during a performance test (performance test conducted using mass
percent HAP representative of coatings typicaly used at thetire cord production affected
source, whole number percent).

. Overdl contral efficiency should be determined by caculating the ratio of the total mass of
HAP destroyed by the control device (total mass HAP at inlet - tota mass at outlet) and total
mass of HAP emitted from dip (product of mass fraction HAP and total coatings used.)

Response: As described in EPA’ s reponses to other comments on the tire cord production
compliance equations, EPA has incorporated many of the features requested by the commenter into the
find equations. With these changes and other clarifications, EPA believes that sources using control
devices are capable of using the required equations to demonstrate compliance. However, in cases
where there are unique Stuations at a given source, the source may request an dternative means of
demongtrating compliance under the part 63 General Provisions (863.6(g)).

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-02) said the * coating used” concept may not take into
account off-gpecification batches that are made and not applied. The commenter asked that EPA
clarify theterm “TCOAT,” to addressthisissue.

Another commenter (1V-D-10) said sometire cord treating facilities mix dip formulations for
use a other plant locations. Therefore, the rule should clarify that the terms “TCOAT,,” “TCOAT,,”
and “TCOAT,” should only include the mass of coatings that actudly are gpplied to the fabric at the
subject facility.

Response: EPA did not intend for sources to include off-specification batchesin their
compliance demongrations and will darify the“TCOAT” definitionsin thefind rule. EPA aso agrees
that a plant should exclude coatings made for other plants from the source plant’s materid baance and
will darify the TCOAT definitionsto explain this.
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E Puncture Sedlant Application Compliance Alterndive

Comment: In order to encourage source reduction and pollution prevention, one commenter
(IV-D-10) asked EPA to create a compliance option in the puncture sealant application subcategory
that would alow facilities to show compliance by demonstrating reductions of 86 percent through
formulation changes. The corresponding compliance demonstration requirements would need to be
revised.

Response: Such a compliance demondration is likely to require case-specific information.
Owners or operators can aways use the provisions in 863.6(g) of the part 63 Generd Provisonsto
request the use of an dternative emission standard. As described in response to the comment in [11.F
regarding the use of auniversd certification dternative, EPA will add an optiond emisson limit based
on the use of complying coatings to the puncture sedlant emisson standards in Table 3 of the find rule.

F. Coarrecting Deviations without Penalty

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) noted that 863.5990, which requires facilitiesto bein
compliance with MACT gtandards at al times, regardless of whether a source is using control
equipment to comply, fails to recognize that severd factors make it dmost inevitable that the source's
emissions will exceed the standards at times. Instead, sources should be given achance to quickly
correct a deviation from their operating parameter limits before aviolation isregistered. This
encourages quick action and is gppropriate because emissons may be underneeth the regulatory limit
even though the parameter limit is exceeded. No violaions would occur in these circumgtances. This
gpproach is consgtent with the CAM rule and the wool fiberglass MACT.

Response: The monitoring provisonsin the find rule will require a source to establish an
individual operating limit (or operating parameter value) based on a Site-specific performance test.
Once established, the source should have the ahility to operate as far as desired and/or necessary on
the compliance sde of the operating parameter.

The length of the averaging time for the associated emission limit is another variable that affects
the likelihood of deviations. For example, casesin which the monitoring deta are used to demondrate
instantaneous compliance are more likely to create the exceedances suggested by the commenters.
Thiswill not be the casein the find rule. Puncture sedant affected sources meeting the overal control
efficiency compliance option are subject to operating limits based on a 3-hour averaging period. Tire
producers, tire cord producers, and puncture sedant applicators choosing to comply with one of the
monthly average compliance options have a month in which to ensure that deviations from control
device monitoring parameters do not affect their overal compliance satus. In summary, EPA beieves
thefind ruleis based on parameters and averaging times that alow a conscientious operator to remain
in compliance with the standards. Therefore, EPA has not made the changes suggested by
commenters.

G Startups, Shutdowns, and Malfunctions

28



Comment: According to one commenter (1V-D-10), Table 17 of the proposal indicates that the
40 CFR part 63, subpart A Genera Provisions requirements regarding startups, shutdowns, and
malfunctions (863.6(e)(3) and (f)(1)) do not apply to sources complying with the standards that choose
to use control devices. The commenter cites precedents regarding the need for “achievable’ standards.
The rule should be revised to indicate that these sections do gpply to facilities complying through the use
of control devices.

Response: EPA agrees that puncture sedlant affected sources that are subject to operating limits
should be dlowed to use the startup, shutdown, and mafunction provisons, and will correct this
oversght for thefina rule. EPA separately considered whether to extend these provisonsto tire
production, tire cord production, and puncture sealant affected sources complying with the monthly
average compliance options because compliance with the monitored parameter is only atrigger that
determines whether the source can use the established emission reductions of the capture and control
system in the compliance demongtration. Because the overdl compliance demondration isbased on a
month’sworth of data, EPA considered whether the Startup, shutdown, and mafunction provisions
were needed to ensure an achievable standard. EPA determined that for sources relying heavily on the
use of control equipment to meet the overdl emisson limit, the inability to exclude periods of Sartups,
shutdowns, and mafunctions from the compliance demonstration could increase their risk of failing to
comply with the emisson limit. Therefore, EPA will write the find rule to add the startup, shutdown,
and mafunction provisons for sources complying with the use of control devices.

H. Minimum Data Collection Requirements

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said the proposd failsto dlow for the loss of even
minima amounts of test or monitoring data when sources are complying by using add-on control
devices. The commenter suggested EPA add provisions smilar to tha found in the municipa waste
combuster MACT standards issued under section 129 of the CAA.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter that the fina rule should provide information on
how to conduct compliance demongrations, particularly with respect to minimum data requirements.
The proposed rule was silent on minimum data requirements.  The tradeoff is that the monitoring system
should be optimized to limit occurrences when data collection is jeopardized because of system faults
and falures. Therefore, EPA will darify thefind rule to establish reasonable minimum data collection
requirements, implemented through the use of a Ste-gpecific monitoring plan designed to optimize
system performance.

Section 63.5995(a) of the fina rule will require sources, for each operating parameter they
monitor, to ingal, operate, and maintain each continuous parameter monitoring sysem (CPMYS)
according to the requirements in the following requirements.

. Operate CPMS at dl times the process is operating.
. Collect datafrom at least four equally spaced periods each hour.
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. For at least 75 percent of the hoursin a 24-hour period, have valid data (as defined in the Site-
specific monitoring plan) for a least four equaly spaced periods each hour.

. For each hour of valid data from at least four equaly spaced periods, cdculate the hourly
average vaue using dl vdid data.

. Cdculaethe daly average using dl of the hourly averages

. Record the results for each ingpection, cdibration, and vaidation check as specified in the Ste-
gpecific monitoring plan.

For each monitoring system required, develop and submit for gpprova a site-specific
monitoring plan that addresses the following requirements (863.5990(¢)):

. Ingalation of the CMS sampling probe or other interface & a measurement location relative to
each affected process unit such that the measurement is representative of control of the exhaust
emissions (e.g., on or downstream of the last control device)

. Performance and equipment specifications for the sample interface, the pollutant concentration
or parametric Sgnd anayzer, and the data collection and reduction system
. Performance eva uation procedures and acceptance criteria (e.g., calibrations).

The plan must dso address the following ongoing procedures (863.5990(f)):

. Ongoing operation and maintenance procedures in accordance with the genera requirements of
8863.8(c)(), (3), (4)(ii), (7), and (8), and 63.5990.

. Ongoing data quaity assurance procedures in accordance with the genera requirements of
§63.8(d).

. Ongoing recordkeeping and reporting procedures in accordance with the general requirements

of §63.10(c) and (€)(1) and (2)(i).

l. Performance Test Frequency

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said it would be arbitrary and capriciousto requiretire
manufacturers to conduct follow-up tests every year when Smilar testing is required much less
frequently or not at dl in other rules. The commenter suggested a 5-year interval instead.

Response: EPA reviewed severd other recent NESHAP regarding their requirements for
subsequent performance tests. In order to be congistent with the general trends regarding this testing,
EPA will revise 863.5992 of thefind ruleto require testing at least every 5 years.

V. NOTIFICATION, RECORDKEEPING, AND REPORTING

A. Monthly vs Daily Records

Comment: Severa commenters (IV-D-10, 1V-D-07, IV-D-08, 1V-D-09, IV-G-01)
recommended specifying that monthly averages should be based on monthly inventory and usage
records. The proposa to require daily records of many parameters (control devices are the exception)

30



isincongstent with the requirement for amonthly average, very burdensome, and would not serve any
environmenta purpose. Use of monthly data would diminate the need for equation 3 in
8863.5994(b)(4) and 63.5997(b)(3) (as proposed). Monthly records also are consistent with other
MACT gandards, and it would be arbitrary and capricious to single out the tire manufacturing MACT
gandards for daily recordkeeping when (1) it is unnecessary to show compliance with a monthly
averaging period, and (2) other smilar standards only require monthly recordkeeping. The equations
that reference daily amounts should be revised to replace the terms with monthly vaues.

One commenter (1V-D-08) explained that monitoring cement and solvent flow through the
plant’s centrd digpensing area on a monthly basisisless burdensome than adaily sysem. The
accurecy of amonthly system is sgnificantly better than individua measurements of hundreds of
containerson adaily bass. Inherent to adaily system will be an ultimate comparison to monthly
dispensing/purchasing records to validate the data gathered through daily measurements.

Response: EPA bdlieves commenters have overstated the need for complex recordkeeping
systems to implement the proposed rule. For example, EPA envisioned that sources would monitor
daily flow of cements and solvents through one or two central locationsinstead of at the point of use.
However, upon congderation, EPA agrees with the commenters that a monthly system of cement,
solvent, and coating useis sufficient to demongirate compliance with the emisson limitations.
Therefore, EPA will revise the find rule to implement amonthly sysem. This change smplifiesthe
compliance equations and should reduce recordkegping burden without compromising compliance
assurance.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said EPA should define the term “monthly operating
period” as a“caendar month or a pre-specified period of 28 or 35 days (utilizing a 4-4-5 week
recordkeeping and reporting schedule)) This definition is consistent with the NSPSfor tire
manufacturing and would streamline reporting requirements between the two regulations.

Response: The NSPS is based on an entirely different compliance scheme than the NESHAP.
The NSPSis based on a coating limit and was tied to tire production schedules reported by the
industry at the time the NSPS was developed. The NSPS dso identified the uncontrolled emission
limitations depending on the duration of the compliance period, i.e., 28 days, 29 days, etc. In contrast,
the NESHAP is based on an overdl monthly average determined by the number of operating daysin
the month. In some cases, this could be 31 days and in other cases it may only be afew days.
Because of these differences, EPA believesit is not reasonable to make the definitions the same.

B. Monitoring Thresholds

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08) said EPA should diminate monitoring
requirements for tire production sources that are complying with the purchase dternative. Purchase
records, dong with the required certifications, should be sufficient to demonstrate compliance. These
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provisions should aso apply to tire cord production sources and puncture sealant application sources
that use the certification dternative recommended by the commenter.

Response: Asdescribed in 1V.A, EPA will darify the role that Method 311 playsin compliance
determinations. This change will alow sources to comply with the purchase dternaive by using
purchase records and “ other reasonable means’ to document the HAP content of the purchased
materids. EPA’sresponseto the universa certification dternative isfound in section [11.F.

VI. EMISSIONS ESTIMATES

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) said the proposa preamble contains incorrect
statements regarding the percentage of HAP emissions from the various source categories. They added
that EPA should cd culate emission percentages based on dl four subcategoriesintherule.

Response: The proposd package distinguished between “ potentid” emissons and “actud”
emissonsin severd places. While EPA was careful to specify the basis of each number (e.g., potentia
emissonsvs. actua emissons), casud readers could erroneoudy add unlike terms and arrive at
different percentages. This may have happened to the commenter. The percentages EPA cited for
rubber processing actual emissions (46%) compared to tire production cement and solvent use actua
emissions (54 %) are correct.

Per the commenter’ s suggestion, following is a table that summarizes emissons by subcategory:

TABLE 3. HAP EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOUR TIRE MANUFACTURING
SUBCATEGORIES (1996 DATA)

Subcategory Actud HAP Emissions Percentage
(tonslyear)
Rubber Processng 914 43.6
Tire Production 1063 50.8
Tire Cord Production 100 4.8
Puncture Sedlant 17 0.8
Totds 2094 100.0

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) noted that EPA dtates that cement and solvent usein the
tire manufacturing industry resultsin 1,411 tons of HAP emissions each year and proposes MACT
floor reductions of 1,047 tons/year and beyond the floor reductions of 1,067 tons/yr. Even a 90
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percent control, it appears that there is at least another 200 tons/year of HAP emissions that are not
controlled by the proposal. The commenter requested clarification of how these additional emissons
are addressed by the proposal.

Response: The 1,411 tons/year HAP va ue represents potentid HAP emissons from cement
and solvent use. The MACT reductions are based on “actud” reductions. Using the Option 1 emission
reduction andysis, actud HAP emissions are estimated at 1,063 tons/year and the estimated emission
reduction is 1,047 tonslyear, for an overdl 98.5 percent emission reduction (higher if only sources
required to reduce emissons considered.)

VIl.  COST IMPACTS

A. Daily Recordkeeping Cost Impacts

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, 1V-D-08) said EPA has understated the cost impacts of
the rule by failing to incorporate costs associated with creating systemsto track daily materid usage.
One commenter (1V-D-10) said EPA improperly sidestepped subjecting thisrule to OMB review. The
commenter (1V-D-10) included estimated cost impacts of using these systems, a description of the
scope of their use, and an estimate of the burden associated with obtaining statistically accurate and
relidble results. The commenter estimated that upgraded computer systems would cost the industry
$114 to $190 million dollarsin addition to costs to upgrade data reading and recording devices
($30,000 to $80,000 per facility), plus the labor to collect the information ($50,000 per year per
facility). Additiond training, permitting, and other costs would aso be incurred. The commenter said
monthly inventory monitoring would cost roughly half as much as daily monitoring, and the resulting
records would be more easily maintained and provide the same result.

One commenter (1V-D-08) said monthly recordkeeping could be accomplished using systems
currently in place, coupled with purchase and production records aready kept.

Response: EPA cost and economic impacts were prepared based on andyses conducted prior
to proposal, which are located in the project docket. Based on these andyses, it was determined that
the rubber tire manufacturing NESHAP is not a Sgnificant regulatory action under Executive Order
12866 and therefore did not require OMB review. EPA reviewed these impacts prior to promulgation
of the find rule and came to the same conclusion.

Asdescribed in section V.A, EPA determined that the commenters are correct that monthly
recordkeeping will be sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the find standards. We will revise
emission caculations in the compliance demonstration equations in 8863.5994, 63.5997, and 63.6000
to require the collection of monthly data. Therefore, the commenters concerns that daily
recordkeeping would be extremely burdensome should be relieved.
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In any case, EPA disagrees with the commenter’ s assumption that the industry would need to
spend up to $30,000 to $80,000 per facility to perform daily recordkeeping. EPA aso believes that
the commenter misinterpreted the recordkeeping requirements to require tracking cement, solvent, and
coating use a every single step in the process. Ingtead, they should be able to monitor one or two
centra locations (e.g., amount of coating leaving mix area, amount of solvent distributed from storage),
which will sgnificantly reduce cods.

B. Cod Impacts of Reformulation

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-09) was concerned that EPA presented the proposed
gtandard as a nonsgnificant regulatory action under Executive Order 12866, when it may force
technology developments that are not incorporated into the analysis presented. There are HAP-
containing cements and solvents remaining at certain plants and processes because reformulation efforts
have not developed aternatives with equa or superior performance given the manufacturing technology
present a that plant. The lack of ameaningful control technology option will force technology updates
to comply with the standards, and this cost has not been addressed in the economic evaluation. This
cost will certainly exceed the OMB $100 million review level. The commenter has undertaken thistype
of modernization within the past 2 years. Based on this experience, cogts of $50 million to $100 million
per plant is not unusud for technologicaly advanced tire building equipment needed to accommodate
reformulation or dimination of HAPs. The commenter said EPA must either develop an atainaole
emission control technology option or present the proposed rule to OMB for review as a Significant
regulatory action.

Response: See section 111.C. of this document for EPA’ s response to commenters concerns
about the viability of aemisson control technology option. Regarding the cost impacts cited by the
commenter, EPA notes that the commenter did not provide any documentation for these codts.
However, it ssems likdly that any plant undertaking that level of investment would be doing so not just
to address emissions from the facility but more likely in order to achieve certain cost savings or
increases in productivity.

EPA did evaluate the cost impacts of the proposed rule and documented its findings that the
resulting costs did not congtitute a Significant regulatory action. At proposal, EPA caculated the cost
impacts for reformulaion a tire production facilities using information provided by the RMA.?? The
impacts included company-wide costs of reformulation research and development in addition to solvent
subgtitution costs. For the mode plant that was used to estimate costs, the compliance cost for
reformulation was $5,370 per ton of HAP removed.

22Memorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and H. Brown, EC/R, to T. Wayne, EPA/PPSG. June7,
2000. Control Codtsfor Tire Production in the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.
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In the case of tire cord production, EPA was unable to evauate the costs of reformulating
coatings, because thisinformation is highly proprietary and was not provided to EPA.2®  Instead, EPA
based nationwide control costs on the costs of achieving the needed reductions using add-on controls.
For an existing source (model plant), those costs are $66,900 per ton of HAP removed.

Tota nationwide cost impacts of the proposed rule were $25,844,000%, which is less than the
$100 million threshold for asignificant regulaory action.

As described in section 111.C, even considering impacts based on more conservative (higher
end of range) assumptions, the find rule will not trigger the $100 million criterion used by OMB, nor the
commenter’s esimate of $50 to $100 million per plant to meet the emisson limits.

VIll. OTHER
A. Extenson of Comment Period

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-05, 1V-D-10) requested that EPA extend the comment period
from October 18, 2000 to January 25 or 26, 2001.

Response: Although EPA did not grant aformd extension to the public comment period, it did
agree to consder comments submitted through January 26, 2001 in developing the find rule.

B. Definitions

1. Cements and Solvents

Comment: Conggtent with acomment to clarify that the applicability of the rule does not extend
to certain maintenance solvents, one commenter (IV-D-10) suggested revising the definition of cements
and solvents in 863.6015 to read as follows:

Cements and sol vents means the collection of al organic chemicas, mixtures of chemicals,
and compounds used in the production of rubber tires, including cements, solvents, and
mixtures used as process aids. Cements and solvents include, but are not limited to, tread end
cements, undertread cements, bead cements, tire building cements and solvents, green tire
Soray, blemish repair paints, Sde wal protective paints, marking inks, materias used to process
equipment, and dab dip mixtures. Cements and solvents do not include coatings or process
ads used in tire cord production, puncture sedant gpplication, rubber processing, or materids

ZMemorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, and H. Brown, EC/R, to T. Wayne, ESD/PPSG. June7,
2000. Control Costsfor Tire Cord Production in the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

2AMemorandum from B. Friedman, EC/R, to T. Wayne, ESD/PPSG. June 9, 2000. Nationwide
Cogts for the Rubber Tire Manufacturing Source Category.

35



used to congtruct, repair, or maintain process equipment, or chemicals and compounds that are
not used in the tire production process such as materias used in routine janitoria or facility
grounds maintenance, office supplies (e.g., dry-erase markers, correction fluid), architectura
paint, or any substance to the extent it is used for persond, family, or household purposes, or is
present in the same form and concentration as a product packaged for distribution to and use
by the generd public.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter’ s darification and will revise 863.6015 of the finad
ruleto indudeit.

2. Fabric Processed

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-02) said the rule should define the term “fabric processed,”
because it is used throughout the rule, it would be consistent with the approach of defining “rubber
processed,” and it would avoid ambiguity of whether the term refers to coated or uncoated fabric.

Response: EPA bdieves the commenter’ s suggestion would provide a ussful clarification.
Section 63.6015 will contain the following definition: “Fabric processed means the amount of fabric
coated and finished for use in subsequent product manufacturing.”

3. Rubber Processing

Comment: Commenters (1V-D-10, IV-D-08, 1V-D-09) asked that EPA modify its description
of rubber processing in the gpplicability section of the proposed rule and preamble and add the
following definition of “rubber processng:”

Rubber processing means the collection of manufacturing processes that mix, form and cure
rubber compounds used in tire manufacturing, such as mixing, milling, calendering, extruding,
curing, and grinding.

The proposed definition would clarify that rubber processing operations that occur during and after the
gpplication of solvents and cements, as well as prior to gpplication, would be part of the rubber
processing subcategory. This definition is consstent with the RMA MACT database emission
estimates. One commenter (1V-D-08) said the absence of such a definition would mandate
reformulation of rubber compounds.

Response: The proposed definition of rubber processng was designed to differentiate it from
operations that use cements and solvents in subsequent tire processing steps. The proposed definition
would not require reformulation of rubber compounds. The commenter’s proposd is inconsstent with
thisintent.

4. Tire Cord
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) said the definition of “tire cord” should not include sted!
asan example. Ingtead, the industry definestire cord as atextile subgrate. Including stedl in the
definition would be contrary to industry practice and would not reflect the data EPA collected as the
bassfor therule. They added that stedl wire is coated using a different process than textile fabric, it
typicaly occurs a separate facilities, and is associated with little, if any HAP emissons.

Response: EPA will delete the reference to sted because it is not needed.

5. Other Definitions
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) presented several modifications not discussed e sewhere
to the proposed definitions. The proposed changes are presented in Table 4.

Response: EPA reviewed the suggested modifications and either made appropriate changes or
retained the proposed definitions, as described in Table 4.

C. New and Reconstructed Affected Sources

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-02) asked for guidance on how additions of new equipment
into an existing affected source would be addressed with repect to emission limitations, compliance
dates, and notifications.

Response: Table 5 summarizes key compliance and reporting and recordkeeping requirements
for both new and existing sources. Table 1 in thefina rule preamble will summarize the emisson
limitations. EPA notes that the reconstruction trigger would gpply to the entire affected source, so that
the addition of anew mix tank or other individua pieces of equipment would be unlikely to trigger new
source standards.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) said the proposed rule constrains future opportunities
for innovative control gpplications by proposing a broad interpretation for source reconstruction asthe
capital cost of replacing the entire affected source. It aso seems to weaken federa new source
performance requirements.
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TABLE 4. OTHER DEFINITION CHANGES TO THE FINAL RULE

Commenter’ s Changes to Proposed 863.6015
Definition

Definition asit Appearsin Final Rule

Comments

As purchased means the condition of a cement
and solvent delivered to the facility.

As purchased means the condition of a cement
and solvent delivered to the facility, prior to any
mixing blending or dilution.

The language “prior to any mixing, blending, or
dilution” iscritical to the definition and consistent
with EPA’ sintent to preclude dilution of materials
prior to the compliance demonstration.

Components of rubber tires means any piece or
part used in the manufacture of rubber tires that
becomes an integral portion of the rubber tire
when manufacture is complete and includes mixed
rubber compounds, sidewalls, tread, tire beads,
and liners. Other components often associated
with rubber tires such as wheels, valve stems, tire
bladders and inner tubes are not considered
components of rubber tires for the purposes of
these standards. Tire cord and puncture sealant,
although components of rubber tires, are
considered as separate affected sourcesin these
standards and are defined separately.

Components of rubber tires means any piece or
part used in the manufacture of rubber tires that
becomes an integral portion of the rubber tire
when manufacture is complete and includes mixed
rubber compounds, sidewalls, tread, tire beads,
and liners. Other components often associated
with rubber tires such as wheels, valve stems, tire
bladders and inner tubes are not considered
components of rubber tires for the purposes of
these standards. Tire cord and puncture sealant,
although components of rubber tires, are
considered as separate affected sourcesin these
standards and are defined separately.

EPA agrees with the change. It isconsistent with
other clarifications to rubber-related definitions
and terms. “Tire bladder” will be added to the final
definition to implement EPA’ s decision that these
are not integral components.

Control system efficiency meansthe total volatile
organic compound (VOC) emissions, as measured
by Method 25 or 25A, recovered or destroyed by
acontrol device (in percent) divided by the total
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions, as
measured by Method 25 or 25A, that are captured
and conveyed to the control device.

Control system efficiency means the percent of
total volatile organic compound emissions, as
measured by EPA Method 25 or 25A (40 CFR part
60, appendix A), recovered or destroyed by a
control device multiplied by the percent of total
volatile organic compound emissions, as measured
by Method 25 or 25A, that are captured and
conveyed to the control device.

The changeto refer to total volatile organic
compounds s consistent with the decision to
allow measurement of VOC as a surrogate for total
HAP. The proposed change to divide the amount
destroyed by the amount captured isincorrect.
The efficiency isthe product of the two values.
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Commenter’s Changes to Proposed §63.6015
Definition

Definition asit Appearsin Final Rule

Comments

Deviation means any instance in which an
affected source, subject to this subpart, or an
owner or operator of such a source:

(1) Failsto meet any requirement or
obligation established by this subpart including,
but not limited to, any emission limitation
(including any operating limit) or work practice
standard,;

(2) Failsto meet any term or condition
that is adopted to implement an applicable
requirement in this subpart and that isincluded in
the operating permit for any affected source
required to obtain such a permit; or

(3)Registers as an excursion from any
emission limitation (including any operating limit)
or work practice standard in this subpart during
startup, shutdown, or malfunction, regardless of
whether or not such failureis permitted by this
subpart.

Deviation means any instance in which an
affected source, subject to this subpart, or an
owner or operator of such a source:

(1) Failsto meet any requirement or
obligation established by this subpart including,
but not limited to, any emission limitation
(including any operating limit) or work practice
standard;

(2) Failsto meet any term or condition
that is adopted to implement an applicable
requirement in this subpart and that isincluded in
the operating permit for any affected source
required to obtain such a permit; or

(3) Failsto meet any emission limitation
(including any operating limit) or work practice
standard in this subpart during startup, shutdown,
or malfunction, regardless of whether or not such
failureis permitted by this subpart.

Asdescribed in section IV.F, EPA believesthe
final rule has appropriate monitoring requirements
related to deviations and has not adopted an
excursion-based approach.

Mixed rubber compound means the material,
commonly referred to as rubber, from which rubber
tires and components of rubber tires are
manufactured. For the purposes of this definition,
mixed rubber compound refers to the compound
that leaves the rubber mixing process (for example,
banburys) and is then processed into components
from which rubber tires are manufactured.

Mixed rubber compound means the material,
commonly referred to as rubber, from which rubber
tires and components of rubber tires are
manufactured. For the purposes of this definition,
mixed rubber compound refers to the compound
that leaves the rubber mixing process (e.g.,
banburys) and is then processed into components
from which rubber tires are manufactured.

EPA agreeswith the change. It isconsistent with
other clarifications to rubber-related definitions
and terms.
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Commenter’s Changes to Proposed §63.6015
Definition

Definition asit Appearsin Final Rule

Comments

Monthly operating period means the period in the
Notification of Compliance Status report
comprised of acalendar month or a prespecified
period of 28 or 35 days (utilizing a 4-4-5 week
recordkeeping and reporting schedule).

Monthly operating period means the period in the
Notification of Compliance Status report
comprised of the number of operating days in the
month.

The proposed change appears to be designed to
increase the similarities between the rubber tire
NESHAP and the NSPS. Asexplained in section
V.B, the NSPSis based on an entirely different
compliance scheme than the NESHAP.

Process aid means a chemical or mixture of
chemicals used to facilitate or assist intire
component identification; tire building; tire curing;
and tirerepair, finishing, and identification.

Process aid means a solvent, mixture, or cement
used to facilitate or assist in tire component
identification; component storage; tire building;
tire curing; and tire repair, finishing, and
identification.

EPA agrees with need to add this definition. EPA
has made minor changes for consistency and
clarity.

Rubber means the sum of the materials (for
example, natural rubber, synthetic rubber, carbon
black, ails, sulfur) that are combined in specific
formulations for the sole purpose of making rubber
tires or components of rubber tires.

Rubber means the sum of the materials (for
example, natural rubber, synthetic rubber, carbon
black, ails, sulfur) that are combined in specific
formulations for the sole purpose of making rubber
tires or components of rubber tires.

EPA agrees with this clarification.

Rubber tire means a continuous solid or
pneumatic cushion typically encircling awheel
and usually consisting, when pneumatic, of an
external rubber covering and manufactured for
commercial purposes.

Rubber tire means a continuous solid or
pneumatic cushion typically encircling awheel
and usually consisting, when pneumatic, of an
external rubber covering.
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EPA agrees with the commenter that rubber tires
manufactured for purposes of research and
development should be excluded under the
general exclusion for research and devel opment.
EPA does not agree with the broad statement of
"for commercial purposes" but understands that
the commenter may have intended this clarification
for research and development, which isthe only
exclusion under the rubber tire manufacturing
NESHAP.




TABLES. KEY RUBBER TIRE RULE DATES

Affected source Compliancedate | Submit initial Submit notification of | Conduct Notification of Subsequent compliance
notification intent to conduct a performance compliance status | reports
performance test tests®/initial
compliance
Existing affected Within 3 years By 120 days after At least 60 days No later than Within 30 days By July 31 or January 31,
sources from effective the effective date before the the following whichever date follows the
date (63.5983(b)) | of this subpart performancetestis compliance completion of the | end of the first calendar year
(63.6009(b)) scheduled to begin date completion of the | after the compliance date
(63.6009(d)) (63.5991(b)) initial compliance | and semiannually thereafter
demonstration (63.6010(b)) unlessis
(63.6009(e)(1)) meeting the purchase
option, in which case annual
reports are allowed
(63.6010(f))
New or Upon startup or | By 120 days after At least 60 days Within 180 Within 60 days Same as above
reconstructed the effective the effective date before the days after the | following
affected sources date, whichever of this subpart or performancetest is compliance completion of the
islater startup, whichever | scheduled to begin date performance test
(63.5983(a)) islater. (63.6009(b) | (63.6009(d)) (63.5991(a)) (63.6009()(2))

and (0))

2Qubsequent performance tests must be conducted at least oncelyear following the initial compliance demonstration (§3.5992)
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Response: EPA considered the pros and cons of a broad new or reconstructed affected source
definition. EPA dill believes the advantages (avoiding the replacement of individua pieces of equipment
triggering recongtruction and a facility-wide emission limit) outweigh the potentia disadvantages.

D. Carbon Black Reference

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) was concerned about a comment made in the proposal
preamble about carbon black. The preamble states: “Heet generated by the physical nature of
compound mixing and added curing agents aso causes HAP emissions (e.g., carbon black and sulfur
chemicaly combine to form carbon disulfide).” The commenter sad this statement is mideading
because carbon black is not the primary source of carbon forming carbon disulfide in the rubber
manufacturing indusiry. The commenter suggested changing the statement by removing the word
“black”, or adding the other likely sources of carbon (e.g., rubber itsdf) in the example.

Response: While EPA lacks information on the percentage of carbon in carbon disulfide from
carbon black, this clarification is not particularly relevant to the fina rule. This proposa preamble
merdy cited this information as an example.

E Technica Inconsigencies
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) provided alist of inconsstencies they noted in the
proposed rule.

Response: Thefollowing provides alist of changes made to the find rule in response to noted
incongstencies:

. In 8863.5994 and 63.5997, the definitions of EFF were amended to provide one consstent
definition, written as cgpture multiplied by contral.

. In 863.5997(d)(2) the reference to §63.6011(c)(7) was deleted.
. In 863.6000(b), Equation 1 was amended to properly calculate overdl efficiency.
. In 863.6004(c), the reference to 863.5984(a) was changed to §863.5985(a) to reflect the

proper reference.

. In 863.6010(c)(8), the referenceto 863.6009(e)(1) was changed to 863.6009(q) to reflect
the proper reference.

. The cross referencesin Tables 6, 10, 12, and 15 were corrected.

F. Endorse RMA Comments
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Comment: Some commenters (1V-D-07, 1V-D-08, 1V-D-09) noted they support the RMA
comments and their individua comments should be seen as supplementing those comments and
highlighting their individuad companies concerns

Response: EPA understands the commenters' intent.

G. ASTM Method Change

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) said an ASTM method referenced in the proposed rule
has been replaced by amore current version.

Response: EPA will incorporate thisinformetion in the find rule andyss for voluntary consensus
standards.

43



